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ABSTRACT 1 ^ ' ^ , ' 

Age grading, the differentiation of social grou^Ss by 
members' age judgments, is widely regarded to be a u/iiversal aspect 
of social "life. Most studies have examined age structurally 
(demographically) , rather ^han normatively (modally). This ^tudy 
presents survey data measuring employees age^ judgments of managerial 
careers collected from an electric utility company. The study found 
there was a wide agreement on age boundaries f^r each level; however, 
employees' age .judgments differ systematically from the company's 
actual age distribution. The significance of this diffeirence is 
emphasized by performance differences between managers who deviate 
from shared age judgments and those who deviate from .the age 
distribution. The resuljks suggest not only that age grading occurs in 
work organizations, but that when judgments differ from structural 
reality, a normative perspective is necessary to study age as a 
social phenomenon. An extensive reference list, three graphs, and 
three tables conclude the document. (Author/MD) 
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NORMATIVE ^AND STRUCTURAL PERSPECTIVES 
• ON AGE IN A WORK ORGANIZATION^ . * • 

' . ABSTRACT . ' * 

• ft 

f ^ • . 

Age grading, the different iation of social groups by members' age 

s " 

judgments, is widely regarded to be a universal aspect of social Itfe., Yet 

* 

most studies examine age structurally, using age di&tributions, rather^ than 
normativcly, using group members' beliefs. Survey data measuring ''employees^ 
age judgments of 'managerial careers were collected from an electric utility 
(N-488, 47%), • There is wide agreement on age boundaries for each level; 
however, employees' age judgments differ systematically from >^he .company's 
actual age distribution. The significance of. this difference is emphasized by 
performance differences between managers who deviate from shared age judgments 
and those who deviate from the age distribution. The results suggest not' only 
that age grading occurs in work organizations, but that when judgri^ents differ (r^ 
from structural reality, a normatfve perspective' is necessary to study age as a 



social phenomenon. 



« 



- . • ' .NORMATIVE AND STRUCtUf^At PERSPECTIVES 

ON AGE IN -A WORK ORGANIZAT ION^ ^ 

' ' ' ' "" "" ' 

. Age is one of the few universal human experiences.* As a result, the' 

social norms that develop -around it are believed to exert considerable 

influ^nce oh behavior (Atchley 1975). Although the social significance of age 

is widely, afiknowleclged (Parsons 1942; Cain 1964; Clausen 1972; Elder 1975), . 

. ' * / « . • ^. ■ 

little empiripal work ex'ists on the subject (Linton 1940,'Marini 1984). This 
• • " \ . *■ 

is particularly true for studies within work organ iz at ion-s. Recent research 

suggests^that work organizations develop^their own .cultures (Pet'tigrfeW 1979; 

Dyer 1982; Jelinek,. Smlrcichj & Hirscji 1983), and age norms, as underlying 

components of iTuman- interaction, should be visible in such settings. 

The organizational fitera'ture provides indirect eviden\:e for the existence 

of age norms."^ Managers interpret tbe;*motivation and performance of employees 

on the basis "age^t Rosen & Jerdee 1976; 1977; Cleveland & Landy 1983), men 
< . 

and women make decisions about coheir careers based on, age expectations .{Martin 
i §trauss 195^; Sofer 1970; 'L*awrence 1980), and engineering firms use age 
implicitly to define' the«.technological obsolescence of einployees (Dalton & 
Thompson 1971; Thompson & Daltqn 1976)'. These behaviors suggest that people in 
organizations develop and respond t9 a scared picture of age- appropriate 
behavior. However, the existence of sucJt a shared picture has nev(*r been**" 
assessed directly. * • ' 

Moreover, even the existence of shared age judgments^ has never been 
establi.shed. Age norms do not exist without shared age -judgments because 
expectations of age- appropriate behavior cannot be enforced without, wide 
agf-eement on the appropriate ages. Thus, as a necessary step in the direct 
•establishment of age norms, this paper presents results of the first 
organizational study in which the existence of shared age judgments is 



.demonstrated, The agreement between shared age judgments and actual age 



J 



dVsVri but ions is also examined." 
• • Age usually is studied by dividing the l-ife span int^o age groups, whose 
members are assumed to h*'aye some similar characteristics. Adolescence, for 
instance, is the, common tirttt for an age group including individuals between tire 
age^ of 12 and 19^ Age group members are expected to be "growing ^up" -and "no); 
yet adults." - They ^ire allowed t'o "feel their oats'; more than members' of older 

age groups for whom .expectations differ. 

. - • - o ■ • ^ • 

Age groups have been studied in the pa'st either ^ examining age..^ 

•judgments, the normative perspective, or by -examining actual age distributjons, 

the struct'ura'l perspective. The two perspectives are distinguished by their 

defi-nition of the age groups used to predict behavioral outcomes. From the 

normative perspect^^ve, a,ge groups, also known. as age grades (Raoclif f e-Brown 

1929, p. 21)3, are defined by the shared age judgrfients o.f members of a social 

organization. Members agree on what constitutes acceptable age group behavior, 

^ .. ^ i> ■ ' . 

and when the bowids of acceptable behavior are violated, the violator is 

sanctioned (cf. Hdmans 1950, p. 122). Age groups influence behavior because 

membership is not voluntary. People can neither change their age, nor escape 

the widely held assumptions about and expectations *of their age group. Thus, 

it is not, .chronological age itself that is of interest in the normative model, 

but the meanings people construct around each age.,> 

Normativel^-def ined age groups have never been studied tn work 

organizations, awd -the first question of this research is "Are work ^ ^ « 

• .. , . . ^ 

organizations age graded?" It has been shown that some societies are' age 



^ gVaded, that- is, members' shared age judgments define and differentiate between 
age groups. Eisenstadt (1956) used anthropological records of numerous third 

• * 

J world societies. to identify members' agreement On age group definition, while 
Neugarten 'et al. (^957, 1968, 1973), collected-d.ata from a U.S. sample to 



exain1n6 members' agV'eement directly. In both studies, societal members were 

observed to .have* shared judgments of age- apprbpr late behavior that 

distinguished between different age groups. 

Age grading Js difficult to study. Societies are complex, and age groups 

based on members' age judgments tend to oyer<lap. 'This may be part of the 

. reason why most work on age groups is done from the structural j)erspective 

• ■ ' "i« . 

(e.g. Riley et al. 1972; Smith 1973;, Featherman & Hauser 1978; ^feffer 1981; . 

Kaufman & Spilerma^ 1982; Stewman & Konda L983)\ . . * 

• ' From the structural perspective, age groups ar^^efined a priori by the 

researcher. Age affects .behavior because ,t lie distributiori' of ages within a 

social group "constrains the roles and staKises al located lio members. The 

scarcity of youi^g marriageable men in England following World War U, for 

\ 

. Instance, increased the age range of men considered as acceptable mates by 

• •. • ■ ' 

young women. Structuralists divide societies into discrete age categories, or 

strata,.composed of individuals of similar age. ^Age strata are distinguished . 

by "socially significant aspects of people and roles" such as chronological 

' ao^jf^s in census categories; biological stage, as in categories based on 

physical development; psychological stage, asin the life stage models of 

'' ' ' I ' • > ' 

Levlnson (1978), Vaillant (1979), or Gould (1979); or stage of social 

?) • 

' development, as in Kohlberg's (1973) mddel of moral development (See Riley et 

\ « ■ 

al. 1972 for an elaboration of this view of age groupings). ^ 

The distinction between the normative perspective that defines age groups 
internally by the shared judgments of members and .the structural perspective 
that defines age groups externally from the perspective of the researcher is 
crucial. The most important question from the normativ'e pers'pective, "Are work 
organizations age graded?" is irrelevant from the structural perspective where 
age groups exist by definition: wfien chronological age automatically assigns 
employees to an age group, all work organizations are -age graded. 



♦ ; ^'Some structuralists suggest that structurally defined age categories ar^. ' 
/me^ant to index socially meaningful^ events (Riley et al. 1972). And, it may be^ 
that social meanings can be represented within the jfontext of observed, age 
distributions. If so, then both normative and structui^l persJjaectivts can be 
.captured within the study'of age distributions. However, it is unknowri whether 
age group members perceive the same meaning^ as are ififerr^d by the census 
researchers, demographers, or life stage theorists who define such age 

. categories. Jn structural approaches, age group membership is used to^.predict. 
behavioral outcofpes whether or hot inembftrs are aware of their meinbership. 

At first glanc€, the specification of age groups bv the structuralist • 
seems quite neat, compared with the overlapping- groups studied by those using a 
normative perspective. Furthjgr study, howevfer, reveals that structural age 
groi$s may not be so parsimonious a^fter all. For example, the division of life 

• into age categories whose occupants are assumed to be sim.ilar (cf. Spenner,. 
otto, &'Call 1982, "p. 9) often disregards whether members are similar »on the 
criteria. of interest (Lay/rence 1984b). «lau and Duncan ,(1976^, pp. 81-84) 
address this problem indirectly in discussing the difficulty of using cohort 
and generational concepts simultaneously to explain historical trends in the 
occupational structure. -Age groups- or cohorts defined by the researcher for 
sons do not coincide with cohorts defined for fathers, thus inferences about 
generational mobility from cohort data- are difficult to make. Hogan (1981) is 
even more explicit; His research shows t-hat being off schedule with 
demographic age patterns for schooling, work, and marriage leads to marital 

disruption and lower total earnings for men. Hogan suggests that ' 

. , ^' . 

demogr^aphical 1y observed age transitions are not the entire picture; however, 

" little is known about transition norms. He quotes from Elder: "No large 

I 

sample study has provided evide'nce on normative expectations and- sanctions 
» regarding the timing and, synchronization of social rolfes and transitions over 
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the life span,,.The proces^s by wh.ich age normrbr tiinet5i|)les- are construct'ed, 
transmttted, and llarned remains largelyursexplqred- territory". (1981, p. 13). 

■ f , ■ ' . — ' — • "',7- 

As Hogan suggests; ^t-Ker^.-prcrfiably Is"*- Interaction between^fhe normative 

•^"and structur-ajl .explanatioos of age effects. 'The ipiportance df d>Tfferences 

'* . % ' ' ' * ^ " ' ' . '• " ■ 

betv/een the \.\io approacSjes "rests on th6' degree to wmch tnemti'ers' age judgments 

\ . • " • • ' • . ' 

agree with the actuaVage distribution. If judgments* are accurate, age norms 
daveldp around the'iactual age demography.. Thus, demographical ly'selected.age 
categories maywell capture socially shared age* assumptions', and expectations. 

However^ i'f jOdgments are inaccurate, then tlje normative and structural * 

>*'.••.''■' , * ° 

*a(^roache,s are descrTbirfg different phenomena.' 'This, then, is the crux of the 

., 

secoR^d qyeylion addressed /In this study, which is: "Do members' age judgments 
accurately reflect the"aci;ua1 age distribution , of their -organization?" 

' ' . . ' L - \ ^ . . . ^ 

This paper presents a study of age in a wo>^l< organization in which both 

©np+tf^ees' age judgments and actual, age distribgtions/are analyzed. The first 

major result of the study is that the larganization is age graded, that is, . 

employees develop. shared age judgments of the company. The shared; judgnjents, 

•however, differ markedly from the actual ag^istributions In addition, there 

are performance sanctions for 'devoance from shared judgments, ''but,- not for 

deviance from (distributional age groupings, thus the second major result is 

that when judgments differ from reality, -a normative perspective is necessary 

to study age as a social phenomenon. ' ^ * 

I . METHODOLOGY 

Demographic and questionnaire data on managerial careers were collected 
from a large 'electric utility. The Bennix Power Company (not its real name), 
or BPC, is an old, established firm. Traditionally, people come to work in the 
•company after school and remain until retirement. The average age of salaried 

o • ^ 

V staff amd managerial employees is 45 {range*22-66) and the average tenure is-20 



S/^.years (rdn9e^-45)\ There are efght managerial level?:. level ][^1$^'f^rst 
/ level supervisory position and Level 8"includes the Chief Execut'ive Officer and 

Presidents * . ^ .-^ . ' / 

Managerial caree^rs' ha^ in^^er^nt adya*^tag'0s-for studies ."Of*. a^e in a work 

orgahization. \The stages of progress are rungs of^a formal status 'Udder, w,Uh 

- those on the' lower, i^ngs considered less imijor'tant- than tho^e on. higher rungs',? 

/ ^ '^ - • . '■ ""^ ' 

• 6»3nce an individual can occupy only iffneMevel atja tinJe.^f'prmal Advancement is 

* ■ * ■ ^ 

associated inevitably with tife age 'of the, individual', thus the many^ levels in 
the status system bf- iT|;^gerial* c*ri^fc^ erophasize the diff,erences between 
I managers of different ag^. This makes It lljjely ^hat-^ploj<^es' use age to 
differentiate. -between caree»' levels. • • . " * . v . • 
T Position. 6n a, career ladder ..atlso prof><des a.' behavioral anchor for age.* 
assumptions and'ex^ectations.v'"Age is socially meaningful only when it ' ; 
corresponds to some expected status, and the. status of any .particular 'career 
leveJ in re'latiofl to oiher career level s'Vias, sti*ong 'convergent Jtnd nomologic^il 



va^d^^y (cf. Ragozzi igSO) for organizational members. Thus, it is reasonable 

to assume "fhat the meaning of "career level" is% 'constant afid that observed 

. . ' / 

. variation i-n judgments results from real differences in percept-ions of aje. . . 

The first question to be answered'is whether manager i al ''careers , at BPC'are 
age graded. 5 it seems likely that age grading is encouraged by l.ow turnover, 

» r. 

thus BPCis probably an" ideal first organization in which to study age 
grading. Managerial vacancies are filled "in house," and advancement is a slow 
process. Employees have' amgle opportunity, therefore, to develop shared' and 
reasonably accurate judgments of the age distribution^ . . 

Rowever, BPC is only one organ iz'at ion, and although the results of this 
lidy may be general izable, we do not know enough about age grading to knttw to 
what organizations they would general/ze. Preliminary interviews conducted 
before this research suggest that age judgments of career progress are highly 



dependent on organizational characteristics such as industry, size, age, and 

* ' . o ■ 

rite of growth. In addition, form*! career ladders differ between companies,, 
•tnij.s the age group criterion may be ^rganijtation-specific. The qwestion of* 
general izablVity is ope jof the significant areas for future work. • 

Tlie questionnaire was developed in several stages through pre-testing with 
MBA studertts (22-30 years 6\d), middle manag[ers in the Sloan fol lows program, 

'(35-45 years- old), and executives in the Senior "Executives program (45-60 years 
old) at the Sloan School of Management, MIT. Later, it was reviewed 'with 
several individuals at BPC. ' The questionnaire asks, for each career level in 
the organization^ subjects' 'judgments of 1) the typical age of indivi'duaU in 
that level, and 2) the age range of individuals in that level. .Actual company 

J titles for each career level were used." In the following example, the I ■ 
respondent indicates that he believes ti^ typical age of Siipfervisors is 37 and 
that Supervisors rande in age from 25 to 58 years old.^ 

t. Xh ' my p*re«ption la thit Suotrviaora are : • ^ • . 

1:1:::; I i i i t i I i I i /?) ' ; i I i i i t T i i . » I' t i i < ' g ■ > ^ : X : ; : ^ 1 i s s 1 : f : 
20 30 ^ <0 j» 60 ^ 70 . 

Demographic data as well as information on attitudes towards work were also, 
ronuestisd. . . * 

' The Muestionnaire was distributed through company mail to all salaried 
staff and managerial employees (N« 1043) in December 1980^ ■ The colmpany 
permitted one follow-up memorandum, distributed in January 1981. ,Forty-sevel^ 
percent (N=488) of these employees returned the questionnaire, whi-ch is the 

expected return given the constraints imposed by the company (Heberlein &".,^ 

.If • • 

Baumgartner 197^. A comp-ari'son'^of these employees with actual demographic 
Cfeta shdws the sample is. representative of the population in its agfe, tenure, 
and gander distrfbutions.^ , t' . 

a 

efhployees/age judgm4nts and the actual'age distributions within BPC were 
. used to address the'two central questions of .this study: "Are wor|< 



uc 



i^r". organizations age graded?" and, "Do mfmbers' age judgments accurately reflect 
the actual' age distribution of their organization?". 



' 11. ISSUES IN THE ANALYSIS OF AGE GRADING . . ' 

^ ■ ■ ^ . ' 

There are two criteria for deteri^ining the existence of age grading from • 

questio:..iaire data. First, there must-be koijie agreement on ages ai eich career 

level. Second, there must be -differences between .ages in different career 

levels. .In an organization higtt'ly 'differentiated by age (highly age graded), ' 

' everyone agrees that the ages assSifiated wUh each career level are discrete. 

.y- In an organization lindifferentiated by age, on the other hand, the expected age 

. \ i, • . 

of managers is unreTatecj- to career level; - 

■\ ■ ■ 

Ohe\)f~the problems in studying agreement is detiiding how much agreement 
■' ■ ' ' • i ■ 

there must*be' among a group* of peopU before judgments are said to be ''shared." 
.In pas-t studies, agreement on age'groa0 boundaries was assessed either by ' ^ 

■- • 'I 

irt-ferrina consensus—complete agreement on age judgments (Eisenstadt 1956), or 
by effing m0;d a 1 responses— ,some large fraction of s^ilar age judgments 
(Neugarten and Petersen 1957). Kluckhohn suggests that "the best conceptual 
model .of the culture can only state cort*ectly the central tendfincies of ranges 
, of v^ariation" (1951, p. 76). 

This study follows Kluckhohn by examining the central tendencies and 
ranges of variation of age judgments for eacli'-.^areer level, and- then by using 
, those distributions to identify age\roups. Although both oonsehsual - and 
• modal age groups can be identified, this study concentrates on modal age 
groups. A consensual age group is the range of all age judgments ,an a single 
career level, and a modal age group is the range of characteristic responses, 
where characteristic responses are determined by the patterns observed in the " 
distrlbtHrion. Figure 1 provides a simple comparison between the operational 
, measurement of the two types of groups. In this example, the consensual age 



group defined by judgments qf Level 1 If to 65, aad the modal age ^roup is 
36 to. 44. , > . • . 



' ' : ^- 1 ABOUT HERE 
\ 

' Consensual, age groups represent a higher level of agreement than modal age 
groups; however, it is unlikely when studying careers that consensual age 
groups wi*ll ever be meaningfully different. Although age may be an implicit 
criterion permitting entry into a career level, it is rarely used as a " 
.criterion requiring exit except at retirement. Thus, it makes more sense to 
focus on modal age groups as indicators of employees' shared age judgments of 
the managerial timetable. ^ 

Once agreement is assessed and age groups are defined, age differences, 
the second criterion for establishing age grading; can be examined.. Age 
differences are assessed by comparing individual age. judgments and aggregated 
age judgments (age groups) across career Jevels. This establishes 1) whether 
individual employees see age differences between career levels; and 2) whether 
employees' aggregated age judgments (age groups) distinguish between the ages ' 
of different career levels. The first question of this study "Is 8PC age 
graded?" was studied using this procedure. 

* 

« * 

III. AGE GRADING OF THE MANAGERIAL CAREER 

Managers' agreement on age judgments, as assessed by the instrument shown 
earlier, was examined. The mean, standard deviation, and range of responses 
for all eight career levels are shown in Table 1. Two interesting and 
potentially important aspects of the questionnaire responses should be noted. 
First, even though the instrument permits repOnses at any ages between 18 and 
74, most managers specified ages only to the nearest multiple of five years. 

J 3 
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In other words, the age scale was treated as an eleven step ordinal item. This 
preference for ages ending in "0" and "5," also known as "age heaping," is 
common in census-reporting across countries (Shryock, Siegel et al . 1980 p. 
204). In this case, it suggests that when assessing the age distribution of 
their firm, BPC managers do not distinguish between ages less. than about five 
years apart. Alternative explanations, such as misinterpretation of the 
questionnaire instructions, are possible but less plausible. Second, when one 
takes the distinction between ordinal and interval treatments into" account,- the 
distributions are unimodal. This suggests that people agree that a single age 
represents what is typical for each level. An alternate finding iflight have 
been a bimodal or multimodal distribution, indicating that some people believe 
one age is typical while others believe a different age is typical. 



TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 



Considerable variation in age judgments is observed for all eight career 
levels shown in Table 1. Analysis reported elsewhere (Lawrence 1983) indicates 
that only a small portion of the variation in age judgments can be attributed 
to a subject's age, organizational tenure, career level, or education. Thus, 
although age judgments are somewhat Influenced by an Individual's position and 
relationships within the organization, there are no simple explanations for the 
variation observed at BPC.® 

Despite this variation, there are a number of strong patterns underlying 
these age judgments. The mean judgments increase monotonically with career 
level, suggesting subjects do see age differences between levels. To confirm 
whether these differences are significant, a multivariate repeated measures 
test (Morrison 1976, pp. 141-150) was used. The null hypothesis is that mean 
age judgments are equal across all eight career livels. 



li 



Differences in mean age judgments across career levels were tested for 
the typical age, youngest age, and oldest age. The null hypothesis is rejected 
for each set of judgments [Typical age: F=579.98, df(7,314.), p<.001; Youngest 
age: F«652.01, df(7,314), p<.001; Oldest age: F=95.18, df(7,314). p<.001]. 
Given that differences are observed, simultaneous confidence -intervals were 
computed for the differences between adjacent levels within each set *o 
determine which career levels differ. The results show that, with the . 

0 

exception of oldest age judgments for Levels 3 and 4, subjects see managers ifl 
al 1 adjacent career levels as significantly different in age. Thu«i, even 
though there is variation in age judgments, individual employees do use age to 

differentiate between career levels. 9 

The clustering of a'ge judgments in modal. age groups confirms these 
perceived differences in career levels. Modal age. groups' were defined using 
characteristic judgment patterns for the typical age. As previously .discussed, . 
most subjects specified ages at five-year intervdls. These five-year peaks 
were considered significant when the responses on a particular age excefeded'ten 
percent of the sample (N=48). For eacbs level, all such significant ages occur 
at adjacent five-year Interva'ls, and with few exceptions, the fraction of 
responses between these adjacent ages is higher than the fraction of responses 
between any other five-year age Intervals. Thus, the distributions for all 
levels are unimodal, both for the ages that are multiples of five and for those 
that are not. This important result allows for the specif icatipn of a 
"typical" age for each level. In addition, the range defined by these ages 
includes between 66 and 80 percent of all responses. Modal age groups thus 
capture both the characteristic responses of subjects as well as the majority 
opinion. 10 

Figure 2 shows the modal age groups defined by all eight career levels. 
The demographic age groups shown in this Figure are discussed in Section IV. 

.9^ ' 15 



Modal age groups represent shared, though not consensual, beliefs about the 

• * ' ■ ' * * ^ 

typical ages of managers. For example, siibjects believe it; is atypical for a 

L-evel 1 manager to be 50 years old. Similarly, they believe a Level 7 rtJahager 
is not usually 45 years old. . » 



FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE 


• Although, some modal' age groups overlap, each age group defines only one 

career level, except for the third which' defines three. Why subjects 'do not 

distinguish between Levels 3, 4, and 5 is 'an interesting question. One 

.interpretation is that subjects see career movement ^ending between the ages of 

45 and 55; "^Because middle management is the upper limit of • m&s»t careers, these 

levels are seen as similar in age. If this interpretation is correct, it 

suggests that employees believe age 55 is the plateau for all managerial 
' . •« . 

caf-ec'.rs. Whatever position employees attain by 55 is likely where they will • 

remain, even though they will probably work for another fifteen years. 

The importance of age 55 is supported by two other characteristics of 

these age groups. Because this age is also seen -as the upper age limit of , 

Level 6 managers, only the higher mfinagement positions In the company, the 

Sen-or Vice-Presidents, CEO, and President, are believed typically pi der than 

5j. This supports the interpretation that most career movement occurs before 

this age. In addition, age 55 serves as a boundary between age groups that are 

discrete. Assuming that age has most social significance when it defines 

discrete events, age 55 is important for understanding Subjects' perceptions of 

managerial careers in this company. 

t 

The nonoverlapping segments of age groups may signal subjects* perceptions 
of other critical ages in managerial careers. Figure 2 shows that only Level 1 
managers are perceived as 35-40 years old, only Level 7 'managers are perceived 

ir A O 



as 55-60 years old, and only Level 8 managers are perceived as 60-63 years 
old. The boundaries oi" these age group segments suggest that, in additidn to 
age 55, ages 40 and 60 are important in the managerial career. Given that most 
subjects will not become Level 7 or Level 8 managers, these boundaries suggest 
that subjects believe aJH upward career movement occurs between the ages of 40 
and 55. This means that in an organization where most employees remain for 
their entire work lives-, about 45 years, managers see themselves as upwardly 
mobile during only fifteen years. Two-thirds of their lives will be. spent in 
jobs withnno change in leveTi.. Although longitudinal data are not avai Table , 
from this company, these perception^ S*e consistent with Rosenbaum's (1979d) . 
study of "a Jarge corppration, in which the period of high career mobility was 
'limited to a rather short time in life. ,. 

« 

Discussion • ^ 

Managerial careers within an organization are. age graded if career levels 
are differentiated by the age judgments of members. The two criteria for age 
grading (See Section III) ^ar^agreement on ages at each career level and 
differences 't?etween ages ift different career levels. The results confirm that 
managerial careers in BPC are age graded. The analysis of age agreement on 
career levels shows that although there is wide variation injubjects' 
judgments of each career level, there is agreement that managers incrdase'in^ 
age for each increase in career l€vel. An analysis of modal age groups shows 
that age divides the managerial tareer into four discrete age categories. ^ 
Typical managers In Level 1, Levels 3-5, Level 7, and Level 5 are seen as being 
different in age from one another. Age differences across career levels for 
both individual age judgments and organizationally-perceived modal age groups 
confirm that managerial 'careers within the Bennix Power Company are age graded. 



One final question that must be "asked is whether these shared age 

t 

judgments represent. age norms. As pointed out by Marini (1984), employees must 

believe not only that their judgments represent the actual ages of managers, 
ft 

but that they represent the appropriate ages of managers— the "shoyld be" as 
•opposed to the "is." The shared judgments observed here Identify what 
employees perceive as the boundaries of normal behavior. For example, 
emplP«-yees believe the typical LeveTl manager is between 35. and-45; therefore,- 
LeveT 1 managers younger or older than this age group are seen as exceptions. 

There is still a difference between this inference of what is acceptable 
and an explicit statement by subjects that such ages are cr are not 
acceptable. It, seems, reasonable to suggest, however, that shared age judgments 
of what actually is typical represent normative 'age boundaries for the average* 

\ good manager. 11 

Shared age judgments, then, define what ages are seen as ahead of 
schedule, on schedule, and behind schedule for each career level. It is always 
"acceptable" to be tn any one of the three categories, but to the extent that 

' position in the managerial career has recognized 'status, age judgments of 
managers in different age-based categories should carry sanctions if they are 

» norms. Th6 individual consequences of age group membership are examined in 
Section V. 

IV. THE ACCURACY OF AGE JUDGMENTS 

The second auestionon this study is "Do members' age judgments accurately 
reflect the actual age distribution of their organization?" To answer this 
question, employees' age judgments were compared with the actual age 
distribution of each- career level in the Bennix Power Company. 

< 

Table 1 in Section III summarizes the actual ages cf all career levels, 12 
Although the ages of managers in Levels 1 through 3 are somewhat normally 
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distributed, the age distributiona of Levels 4 through 8 are. fairly f.lat. The 

ft 

youngest manager in the company is 25 and the Oldest manager ts 66. The age 

range of managers is large in qach of the first five levels, but decreases 

dramatically iti Levels 6 through 8. This reflects the increasing age of the 

youngest maoager-in higher career \.evejs. Managers in the uppe>" levels of the 

organization are more similar in age than those in the lower levels. If a 
manager reaches .the^top of the.brganization, he or she is 'likely to work with 

age peers. • ^ . . ' . ^ 

Comparing these distributions with s>abjects* age J^udgmehts, we find that ■ 
some .aspects of age judgments are accurate and others are. not. figure 3 ' • 
compares actual ages with the average judgment for each earlier level. , One set 
of points comfwres the actual youngest age wit'h the average y^ng,est age 
judgment; another set compares, the actual oldest age with the average oldest 
age judgment; and a third setoc"ompares the actual average age with the average 
typical age judgment. Points fall pn the identity lino when the average age . 
judgment is accurate. 



« • 

FIGURE 3' ABOUT '^HERE 



The figure suggests sever'^1 trends. First, on average, subject's „ 
judgments of the typical age are fairly accurate. Second, on average, subjects 
consistently overestimate the youn'pest age' and underestimate the oldest age of 
each level, and third, the accurac>\ of subjects' judgments increases with each 
career .level. \ 

Because this figure only examines average judgments, actual accuracy may 
be. obscured. If judgments are accurate, the average age judgment should equal 
the actual age. However,, there is variation in judgments; therefore, a second, 
measure of accuracy is whether the actual age is within the range of most age 
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judgments. If the actual age is within'one standard deviation of tr\e average 
judgment, th6n a- large proportion of subjects is making reasonably ac'cyrate age 

judgments of that levfel. Although this procedure has , no Statistlca'l - , 

— ■ - ' ' •> ,>' . < • 

significance, the results give a general idea of those career levels pn which 
most subjects-are reasonably |iccurate. All three judgments w6re compared with 
the actual age distributions, and judgments that meet this acci/racy Criterion 
are indicated in Figure 3. 

4 

^The results of these comparisons confirm the visual examination. All 

judgments of the typ'lcal age are accurate, except for those of Level 1. 

Although people underestimate the average age of manygers in Level 1, a l^rge 

broportion of ^respondents have a good picture of the "typical" manager in other 

'levels. I In contrast, judgments of the youngest and oldest managers are not so 

accurate. All judgments of 'the youngest age are inaccurate, except for those 

of' Levels 7 and 8. For the oldest age, the only accurate judgments, are those 

of Levels 6 and 8. The important subjec£ of systematic disagreements between 

judgments a^jd actual ages will "be addressed in the next section.- 
V. ' • ' • 

Both age judgments and t^he actual age distribution suggest that career 

Q 

movement ends between Levels 3 and 5. Earlier, it was inferred 'that subjects 
believe career movement ends i)etween these three levels: . modal- age groups 
indicate that managers between Levels 3 and 5 are seen as similar ir» age. .The 
large decrease in the actual number of managers between Levels 3 and 4 and therj 
between Levels 5 and 6- suggest "that these modal age judgments are an accurate 
reflection of, reality— in terms of mobility, but not necessarily in terms of 
aae. The observajion of accuracy in perceiving underlying age patterns but not 
actual ages is also, noted for the lower age bounclary for each career level. 
Earlier, it was shown that erriployees believe the age of the youngest manager 
increases with career level'. With the exception of Level 2 to Level 3, this 
perception Is accurate, even thoxjgh employees' age judgments are not. 

20 



Structuiral age groups are defined by the age range one ^standard deviation 

jiround the mean age for each career level. Figure 2 in Section lU 'shows the 

comparison of BPC's structural age groups and its normative (modal) age 

groups. For seven of the eight career levels, normative age groups are defined 

, • . - ' 
by a narrower age range than are structural age groups. Employees* sliared 

judgments constrain the'^band of appropriate ag^s for each career level. People 
are more discriminating than the structure .suggests. ^ 



Discussian 

The, second question In this" study asks whether employee age judgments are 
an accurate reflection of organizational reality. The re'sults Indicate that 
the accuracy of some age judgments is higher than others. .'To a certain extent, 
age judgments appear based on the actual age distribution within" the 

, ■ ; . '' ' ^ 

organisation. Wide variation In judgments mirrors actual variation In ages. 
Typical age judgments are fairly accurate; however, the distinction between' 
judgments and reality increases for the age boundaries. 

It appee^rs that many employees do not realize how early promotions are 
occurring, and do not recognize the numbers of employees who remain in one 
position until retirement. This last finding is particularly curious since it 
Is no 'secret that most employees do not leave the company until they retire. 
The consistent underestimation of the age of the oldest manager may reflect an 
American fantasy that promotion oppov-tunlty continues forever (Rosenbaum in 
press). The existence of long *p1ateaued, older empl oyees may be obscured by 

this fantasy. . - 

One possible explanation for the relative accuracy of the typical age 
comparecl with the youngest and oldest age judgment is that people make 
judgments based on what they see, and they see the "average" manager more often 
than the youngest manager or the oldest manager. However, this does not 
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.account for the increasing accuracy of the youngest and oldest age judgments 
for the upper career levels. The actual age distributions of the upper career 

« 

levels. are; almost flat, suggesting that there is no "typical" age for these 
.higher level managers, feopll may make better' age judgments of these managers 
because they are more visible, and there are fewer of them.* 

Evan thGugh typical age judgments are in reasonable agreement with actual 
ages for each level individually, .when considered as a career timetable^, there 

.0 

is remarkable disagreement. Compared with "actual 3ges, typical age judgments 
systematically exag^rate. the differences* between the first- five levels. In 

typical age judgments, Levels 1 ^ind 5 are on average ten 'years apart.- In. 

... 

actual- ag^. Levels 1 and 5 are on average only two ygars apart. 

Employees appear to believe that they are on an age.-based career ladder. In 

' . ■ V. 

fact, it, is unclear there is much of a ladder at all. 

' ° ' ' ■ , . •' 

In addition to creating this age-based career ladder^ employees also 

constrain, the alges perceived as typical for iordividual career levels. The fact 

« 

.that people use age to create larger differences between organizational • 

statuses than exist in reality suggests, -first, that these age judgments are 

• . ■■ • 

' age norms, and sfecond, that there may be important distinctions between 

' " ^ ■ * ■. ' , • ■ - 

■normative and structural studies of age in work organizations. ■ . 

,V. THE NORMATIVE CONSEQUENCE^ OF AGE GROUPS 

The sigijif icance of age' groups depends on whether there are organizational 
consequences for being "off schedule." And the importance of the distinctions 
between normative' and structural age groups depends^ on whether "off schedule" 
consequences for each perspective differ. To examine these questions, 

•Derformance data were obtained for the population, of BPC managers who received 

performance ratings the year the questionnaire was distributed (N*542). 
V ' • ■ 

fr- • 22 
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. , Although performance ratings are not perfect measures, they are believed 
to be good indicators of productivity (See Medoff and Abraham 1S80 for a 
discussion of fhis topic). .If there are social sanctions for being off 
schedulB» -It seems reasonable 'that employee performance ratings would bg_ • " . 

'effected. Managers who are ahead qf schedule generally are viewed with higher 
reg'ard than managers who are behind schedule. Thus, the number of high ' 

m I 

perfornjers should Jd^ greatest .for those in the ahead of schedule category ancU 

• • • , 

lowest for- those in the behind sthedule category. .In addition, the performance 

ratings in the'ahead of and behind's"ched^l€ categories should differ ^ 

\s.1gnificantly l^rom what is expected withinr the population, whereas the » 

pe»*formance ratings of on schedule managers should be unaffected by age group ' 

membership. . • ; 

♦ 

BPC performance ratings range from Unacceptable (O)'to Excellent (5). A' 

majority of managers recefve Good (3) ratings;(N»305, 56.356), 'suggestirtg. this • 

* i ' ' "I 

category can be interpreted aS including competent but 'not outstanding . ^ 

individuals. 'Jhe managers above (N=161, 29. 7J) and below (N=76,' 14.0%) this 

group can be treated as the high and low performers- at BPC. 

Both normative (modal) and structural (demographic) age groups were used 

to div.ide the population of BPC managers- into ahead of schedule, on schedule 

and behind schedule categories. For example, ,apply1pg norftiatlve age groups, - 

all Lpvel 1 managers younger than 35 were assigned to the ahead of schedule 

. '' " ■ • ■ • 

category, as were Level 2 managers younger than 40, Level 3 managers younger • 

than 45, and -so forth through the eight levels. The same procedure was used to 
divide the population using 'structural age groups'. The proportion of high 
performance managers in each of the ahead of schedule, on schedule, and behind 
scheduli categories v^as then examined. 

The results show a consistent re lafionship between on and off schedule 

» 

categories and enjployee" performance. Regardless of whether normative or 
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st*HJCtural age groups are used, managers are increasiiigly likely to be high 

• • \ ■ \ ' . « ■ ■ 

performers the closer they get to being ahead of sct>edule. The proportion of 

, high performers increases from 23% to 42% between normatively-defined behind 

and ahead of schedule categories, and from 22% to 39%- between structurally- 

defined behind and ahead of schedule categories. A chi-square goodness-of-f it 

test was used to test whether these observed proportions differ from what is 

expected given the population. The proportion of high perfor*mance managers' in- 

■ ^ . , ■ ■ ■ . • ■ 

the population is 29.7%,. thus the expected frequency for each'category is 29*7% 

of the sample frequency inothat category, • ^ ' , * 

Table. 2 summarizes the results of these tests. As predicted, both the ' 

number^of high performer*"^ in the normatively-defined ahead of schedule and 

• ■ ■> * ■ ,- 

behind schedule categories are significantly different from expected. The 

<* - ' 

number of high- performers in the ahead 'of schedule category is significantly 
higher than expected and the number of high performers in the behind schedule 
cateigory is. significantly lower than expected. The number of high performers 
in the on schedule group does not differ significantly from the population. 
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The results for the structurally-defined categories are quite different. 
None of the on and off schedule categories discriminates employee performan-ce 
from what is Expected w|^thin the population at the .05 level. If demographers 
had examined age groupings in BPC using these structural specifications, they 

/ 

would not have observed -performance sanctions for being off schedule. 
Structural age groups do not appear to carry the ^ame social meaning to 
employees as do normative age groups. 

m 

.An alternate' explanation for these findings is that the probability of 
being a high 'performer is positively related with youth. Employees in the 
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ahead of schedule category- may receive .higher performance ratings b.ejcau^e 'Ihey 

'*are younger than other employees, and younger eiinployees receive -higher ratings, 

regardless, of 'age group membership. . . ' « 

■ ' . < ^ . . * • . .• 

To examine this'possibility," the»relationship between ^ge and performance 

. was studied. Although* the correlation |)etwefen these two variables is not 

significant (r--.04, p-.55), further examinatio>i rev.fials they-Have a 

. curvilinear relationship. The proportion of high performance nftanag^rs ,is 

• lowest' among young (20-30) and old (63+) managers. . It is highest among 

employees between, the. ages of 31 and 40. After 40, the proportion of high 

•performers.'declines somewhat but remains relatively stable through* age 62. 

These characteristics of the performance distribution were used to divide 

*^ ■ \ ' ■ » 

managers into foiir*^e cohorts: 20-2g, 31-40, 41-5K and over, 62. If age ' 

explains performance \ndependent, of age group membership, there should be no 

difference between the proportion of 'high performers in each "on and .off" , 

'schedule category. Table 3 shows this is not the case. 
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» In all instances where there- is. a comparison age cohort, aMacf of schedule 

managers are more' likely to be high performers' tHan on , schedule managers* .an^. 

' • , *• . '"^ '■• ' ' 

on schedule managers are more likelyto be high performers than behind schedulf 

' managers. For 'the normatively-def'ined* categories, 48?S of tlje ahead 'of schedule 
manager's in the top performance 31-40 year-old age cohort'ar'e liigh perfiormers 

•whereas- only, 33« of the on schedule managers in this cohort are high 
performers*^ Similarly, 42% of the ahead of schedule managers In the moderate ^ 
.performance 40-62 year-old age cohort are high performance managers, whereas 
only 05% of the ori schedule managers, and 24% of the behind schedule iftanagers 
in this age cohort, are in this, category. The same pattern of" rersy Its is ^ 



pttserved . f or the structurally-defined categories. Age group membership appears 

. k • ■ 

, strongly related to .employee performance, regartl less of <ah employee's age. 

Discussion * , " . 

* . » •. 

• Managers who deviate from what is seen as the "normal" age for their 

•career level are sanctioned through performance ratings., .This result adds 

additional support to the argument developed earlier that employees' shared age 

~ ■ ■ » . : 

judgments .Ito identify important normative boundaries. Although it is not 

possit>le with cross-sectional data to state whether age group deviance c^ses 

.differences ^in performance ratings or whether" performance ratings ^define age 

• r , . J _ * " ■ • ■ 

grQup>;<leviance, rthere clear'ly is a relationshii? between ^he^ two. The normative 
•importance of shared age judgment's Is emphasized by the contraS(ting results 
.received for structural age groups; where,, no sanctions are observed for off 

• schedule, man*agers. * 

-Supervisors appear to use shared age judgments as an implicit evaluation 
criterion./ Yet, being off schedule may have little to do- with performance: 
Highly respected managers niay choose a slower' promotion route feven when given 
. the opportuntty to" move ahead (B^jlyn 1979). As a result, it is unknown 
whether*the differences in per fornlance ratings obseryed here indicate perceived 
or actuail differences^n. performance. It seems likely, however, that such 

• evaluations-, eve<i if originally incorrect, become accurate oyer time through a 

.'•* *' ■ . ' *' ' 

V social form of se-lf.-fulfi 1 ling' prophecy. The p^^ocess through which age norms 

sanction and ultimately 'constrain behavior is an ar'ea for further 
fnvestigatior?., . * 

• ^ • ' ' .. 

VI. SUMMARY AND IMl>LICATIONS ' * % , 

Tlie first question addressed in. this research was r'^ "Are work organizations 

• • ■ 

age graded?" Using a questionnaire, judgments of the actual age distri^bution 
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in a single company were obtainj&«U^ The results , show empirically what has long 
^be«n suggested theoretic aH;:j^: work cjrganizations are age graded. Employees 
use age as a map on which normal carefer progress is charted and against which 
' deviance isr measured. The answer to the second question "Do member^' age 
judgments accurately reflect the actual age distribution of their 
organization?*' suggests there are numerous discrepancies between employees' 
• perceptipns and the actual age distribution. Members exaggerate the age 
differences between career levels, suggesting that employees believe in an 
age-based career ladder despite the evidence. 

The importance of these perceptual inaccuracies is confirmed by the 
relationship between age group membership and performance. The probability of 
receiving high performance ratings is affected significantly when managers are 
off schedule with perceptions, but not when they are off schedule with 
reality^ This suggests first, thai shared age judgments are age norms, and 
second, that when perceptions do not match reality, demographic variables used 
d| direct indicators of explanatory variables (cf. Wagner, Pfeffer,& O'Reilly 
1984) may be missing some of the explanation. ^ 
^ The unarticulated and probably unconscious use of shared age judgments in 

evaluation underscores the importance of such basic assumptions in 
organizational culture (Schein 1984). If age grading occurs and differs in 
Other organizations, "career plateaus" and "technological obsolescence" may be 
organizatij^nally-specif ic manifestations of age as a social phenomenon. A 35 
year-old middle manager may be "plateaue,d" in one company and "fast track" in- 
another. Mergers may be complicated when firms have top management teams of 

4 

widely-differing ages.' And employees who choose lateral transfers or career 
slow^jowns at the "wrong age" may risk unknowingly their future chances for 
promotion. Such organizational issues frequently have been attributed to 
chronoloqical aqing, but they may be better explained by "cultural aging." 
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In the past, research on age as a social phenomenon has teen divided by 
normative and structural perspectives. The results presented here suggest that 
this separation is not just a question of measurement. There are statistically 
significant performance differences v^hen managers deviate from, shared age 
.judgments, but not when they deviate from demographic reality. Thus, 
structural measures cannot assume to capture social constructions* arpund age. 

This calls for a new interpretation o^ the two perspectives and the 
relationship between them. Stewman and Konda (1983), for example, examine 
demographically-detjermined promotion probabilities in organizations. ~' Although 
their focus is structural, they state that promotions are conditional on 
managerial preferences, and then assume that such preferences are stable. The 
normative perspective suggests that managerial preferences may indeed be stable 
in the short run, but for *a social ra.ther than individual reason. Managers' 
promotion decisions may be guided by shared perceptions of whether subordinates 
are ahead of, on, or behind- schedule on the age-based organizational 
timetable. 

In the long run, however, organizational age norms are likely to change. 
Little is known about age judgment formation, but it seems almost certain t^Tat 
employees' age judgments are based on what they see around them: the actual 
age distribution. As demographic changes take their inevitable toll on age 
perceptions, managerial preferences will not remain stable. Predicti.rig 
managerial preferences may require knowledge of the stability of such judgments 
given a stable age distribution, and the time lag between a changing age 
distribution and subsequent changes in judgments. Explaining promotion 
patterns requires not only consideration of both organizational age norms and 
the actual age distribution, but an examination of how the former evolves out 
of the latter. 
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The social effects of age on behavior, then, result from a complex 
' interplay of social and demographic characteristics. This. paper has discussed 
such effects in terms of normative discrepancies, deviance from socially shared 
expectations, of age, and structural discrepancies, deviance from actual age 
distributions. A third possibility thai has not been discussed is that people 
respond to individual discrepanci^es, or deviance from their own perceptions of 
the age distribution (Lawrence 1984a). Although age norms provide implicit 
rules for career timetables, individuals may respond to such rules in d'ifferent 
\^ays. Understanding the separate effects of and joint interaction between 
these' three explanations bf age effects is crucial for .elaborating how people 
create, recreate, and maintain continuity at work, by using age to index their 
expectations, • 
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■ FOOTNOTES 

1) I would like to acknowledge the helpful comments of Dennis Hogan, Gordon 
Walker, Connie Gersick, Mitchell Koza, .Eric Leifer, rtarga'ret Marini, 
William Ouchi, and Peter Yeager on an earlier draft of this paper. This 
research was supported by grants from the National Institute on Aging #1 ^ 
ROl AG04615-01, the Office of Naval Research Contract N(/0014-80-C0905; NR • 
170-911, and the Administration on Aging #90 ATO' 0 33/11. ' 

2) Age judgments are individual perceptions of the age distribution, or ages, ^ 
of members of some specified "social group. 

~ ^3) RadcUffe-Brown is generally credited with defining the term age grade. 
, ' According to this definition (1929, p. 21), an age grade is: "the 

recognized division of the life of an individual'a's he passes from infancy 
to. old age. Thus, each person passes successively into one grade after 
another, and, if he live (sic), long enough, through the whole 
series—infant, boy, youth, young 'married man, elder, or whatever it may 
be," The term was developed for use in tribal societies where age 
groupings appeared fairly simple. However, in modern timesj^ people belong 
to many significant social groups making it less reasonable to use the 
term "age grade" only for discrete age categories. Hence, ag^ grading is 
defined here as the differentiation of a social group by the shared age 
judgments of its members . - • , , 

4) We are all aware of instances where the informal status system does not 
correspond to fjormally~5r5cribed status. An unusually competent young • 
manager who is ahead of schedule in a lower level position may have a 
higher informal status than a plateaued manager at a higher level, even 
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though the young person's formal status is lower. However, it is 
interesting to note that in this case informal status is dependent on the 
social (^onstruction of formal ^status. A manager has higtter or lo.wer 
. informal status as a result of being recognized-as ahead of or' behind what 
' is accepted as normal progress. This means that "normal progress'^ must 
first' be socially defined. The shared understanding of normal progress is 
what members use td identify deViants^ who are- then rewarded or sanctioned ' 
by the system, - I expect , that members wi'll create an age graded career , 
. timetable around the formal status system to.define normal progress, 

. 5) It -should be noted that studying the^ age grading of managerial careers 
. (toes not mean studying the entire system of age judgments held ty 
empl-oyees in the organization,. Age .grading in a work organization 
includes ^ge judgments of the organization, as well as other age judgments 
brought in by employees from their families, religious or ethnic groups, 
or commuhities. These general, age judgments are n^t distinctive because 
they exist in ot-her soci,al groups. Nonetheless, they operate within the 
. work environment' and thtis belong to the organization's age grade systenu 

6) The visual age scale allows people to be flexible In answering questions. 
Pre-testing indicated that people will come up wlfch a numerical age if 
forced to do so; however, they find It easier to respond to a, visual 
picture of the entire age range. Whether these two methods, reque'&ting 
specific numerical ages and providing the visual age scale, would have 
elicited different responses is unknown. Additional study on the 
reliability and validity of different methods of obtaining age judgments 
is necessary* 
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BPC had never participated In a survey study.- Company officials were 

* • • 

concerned ^ibout 1) the perceived confidentiality of results, and 2) 
managerial time In completing the survey. As a result, anonymous 
questionnaires were used, and only one follow-up letter was mailed. 
HebS^^in and Baumgartnen (1978) suggest that under these field 
conditions, the expected return Is 57.5%. The 4755 response rate obtained 
is well within the 95% confidence Interval for Heberlein and Baumgartner 's 
equation for the expected return. 

I 

\ ** 

Sample bias was examined by cqmparlng demographic characteristics of the 
' sample and the population. The sample is representative of the population 

in age (t*.40, df=918, p=.65: sample mean compared with mean of random 
• sample of equal si«e select.ed from population), sex (x2s.22, df«l, p<.7), 
and tenure (t*.27, df»896, p=.79: sample mean compared with mean of random 
sample of equal size selected from population). Response levels fluctuate 
between functional areas. (x2*20.1, df=4, p<.001) and career levels 
(x2=134.35, df»7, p<.001) with the distribution of responses by career 
l^vel biased towards middle' level management and -salaried staff 
positions. However, functional area and career leve.l are not strongly 
related to age judgments. Thus, the subjects' age judgments examined here 
can be generalized reasonably to BPC's total salaried employee 
\ population. . , 

This variation also is not explained by coding errors. An Independent 
comparison of the final data set against the original questionnaires by 
two coders indicates the error rate is negligible. 
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9) Tables including the computed confidence intervals are availetble from 'the 
author. . « • 

10) ' For Level 1 typical age judgments, for example, the peaks are ages- 35, 40, 

and 45. Each of these peaks exceeds ten percent of the total sample (1356, 

■ . A 

17%, 15*). The ages between 35 and 40 account for VS% of the total sample 
and the ages between 40 and 45 account for 9%. The next closest candidate 
for inclusion, as a modal age group boundary i's a§e 30.- However,' respoHses 
on this age' and the ages between 30 and 35 represent a large' drop in 

.frequency. The fraction of responses on age 30 is 7%,' and the fraction of 
responses between 30 and 35 is also 7%. Thus, 35 and 45 were selected as 
the modal age group boundaries for this career level. Seventy percent of 

'all subjects believe the typical age of Level 1 managers is between 35 and 
45. •■ . , • ' 

•» ■ 

Using cha»'acteristic response patterns to define modal age groups is 
different from using t'he mean and standard deviation. Although, in this 
case the two define'- similar ranges, characteristic response patterns were 
used because they capture ^the consistent manner in which these subjects 
made typical age judgments. 

t 

11) This study defines age norms for the "average good manager." But the fact 
there are "exceptional people," managers who are hot shots or on a slow 

I 

boat to nowhere, suggests age norms for career pi^ogress may be further 
differentiated beyond ahead of, on, and behind schedule categories. It 
seems likely, for instance, .t-here are different age norms for a manager 
who aspires to be CEO, and one who wishes to stay in project management. 

12) Distributions for each level are available from the author. 
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TABLE 1 . 

PERCEIVED AND ACTUAL AGES OF THE MANAGERIAL CAREER 



A. AGE JUOGMftNTS 



CAREER LEVEL 



TYPI-CAL AGE ' YOUNGEST AGE OLDEST AS€. 









X 


SO 


Range 


X 


SO 


Range 


X 


SD 


Range 


Level 


1: 




40.0 


6.1 


25-57 


32.2 


5.7 


20-52 


50.9 


9.4 


* 

30-68 


Level 


2: 


Senior Supervisors.. 


44.3 


6.1 


30*60 


37.3 


6.0 


20-55 


53.7 


8.1 


29-68 


Level 


3: 




47.5 


£.8 


33-60 


40.0 


6.4 


25-56 


56.5 


7.2 


35-66 - 


Level 


4: 


Asst. Dept. Heads... 


49.1* 5.5 


34-61 


41.9 


5.7 


28-56 


57,2 


6.4 


39-68 


Level 


5: 


Department Heads.... 


50.5 


4.8 


35-62 


43.1 


6t0 


30-61 


58.7 


5.5 


42-69 


Level 


6^ 




53.9 


3.7 


40-63 


47.5 


4.3 


35-81 


61.1 


3.8 


48-70 


Level 


7: 


Sr. Vice Prestdents. 


56.4 


3.3 


45-65. 


61.0 


3.7 


40-63 


62.1 


3,1 


49-70 


Level 


8: 




60.4 


2.7 


50-75 


56.7 


3.9 


45-64 


63.9 


2.3 


55-74 



B. ACTUAL AGES 



CAREER LEVEL 



MEDIAN ' 



MODE u 



RANGE 



Level 1; Supervisors 48.0 , 47 47.2 8.9 25-66 

■ Level 2: Senior Supervisors 49.0 ' 48 48.1 8.1 30-64 

Level 3: Division Heads.... 50.0 57 49.6 9.3 28-65 

Level 4: Asst. Be^t. Tfeads 52.5 57 49.8 9.4 31-62 

Level 5r "Department Heads. 49.0 54 49.2 8.5 33-65 

Level 6: Vice Presidents 52.0 53 51.1 6.1 40-61 

Level 7: Sr. Vice Presidents 53.5 52 54.3 2:9 52-58 

Level 8: President 8. CEO 61. S 61 61.5 0.7 61-62 

TOTAL: 



N 



287 
139 
96 
24 
31 
10 
4 
2 



There are a total of 1043 salaried siaff and managerial employees, of whQm 593 are 
defined by BPC as "managers." 
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TABU 2 

OBSERVED m EXPECTED FREQUENCY OF HIGH PERFORMANCE MANAGERS 
IN NORMATIVE AND STRUCTURAL AGE GROUPS 



A. NORMATIVE AGE GROUPS 
CATEGORY OBSERVED EXPECTED^ 



AHEAD OF SCHEDULE: 

High Performance 34 
Low to Average Performance 48 
Total: 

ON SCHEDULE: 

High Performance 65 
Low to Average Performance 121 
Total: 



24.35 
57.65 



55.24 
130.76 
186.00 



x2i5.44*. df=l 



x2=2.45. df=l 



BEHIND SCHEDULE 

High Performance 
Low to Averane Performance 
Total: . 



62 
212 



81.38 
192.62 



x2«6.57*, df'^l 



B. STRUCTURAL AGE GROUPS 
CATEGORY OBSERVED EXPECTEOa 



AHEAD OF SCHEDULE: 

High Performance 
Low to Average Performance 
Total : 

ON SCHEDULE: 

High Performance 
Low to Average Performance 
Total : 

BEHIND SCHEDULE 

High Performance 
Low to Average Performance 
Total : 



31 
48 
7? 



113 

271 



17 
62 
7^ 



23.46 
55.54 
70(J 



114.05 
269.95 
384.00 



23.46 
55.54 



x2=:3.44. df=l 



J 

x2=.014, df'^l 



x2=3.44. df-1 



* = p < .05 

a = The expected frequency ' .297{N), where .297 is the proportion of high 
performance managers in the population and N is the sample size in the 
category. 
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TABLE 3 

THE PROPORTION OF HIGH PERFORMANCE MANAGERS IN ON AND 'OFF 
SCHEDULE CATEGORIES BY AGE COHORT - 



A. NORMATIVE AGE GROUPS 



ON/GFF SCHEDULE 
CATEGORY 



20-30 



AGE COHORT 

31-40 41-62 X 63+ TOTAL 



AHEAD OF SCHEDULE 14^6 {N=2/14) 48% (N=27/56) 42« (N=5/12) 0% (N«0) 41% (N=34/82) 

ON SCHEDULE 0% (N=0) 33% {N=8/24) 35% (N=57/162) 0% (N=0) 35% (N=65/186) 

BEHIND SCHEDULE 0% (N=0) 0% (N=0) 24% (N=61/257) 6% (N=l/17) 23% (N='62/274) 



B. STRUCTORAL AGE GROUPS 



ON/OFF SCHEDULE 
CATEGORY 



20-30 



31-40 



AGE COHORT 
41-62 



63+ 



TOTAL 



AHEAD OF SCHEDULE 
ON SCHEDULE 
BEHIND SCHEDULE 



14% (N=2/14) 
0% (N=0) 
0% (N«0) 



45% lN=29/65) 
40% {N=5/15) 
0% (N=0)*'. 



0% (N=0) 
29% (N=l07/369) 
26% (N=16/62) • 



0% (N=0) 
0% {N=0) 
6% (N=l/17) 



39% (NOl/79) 
29% (N=113/384) 
22% (N=17/79) 
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